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8QLWHG6WDWHV²6KULPS 
Callum Musto and Catherine Redgwell1 
I Introduction 
On 30 November 1999 hundreds of people donned sea turtle costumes and marched through 
the streets of Seattle.  They, and thousands of others, were there during the World Trade 
Organization¶V (WTO) Third Ministerial Conference to protest against the impacts of 
liberalized global trade on the environment and particularly the Appellate Body's (AB) 
recently published decision in US²Shrimp.2  These scenes underscore the perceived tension 
between trade and other concerns, including the environment3 and are testament to the impact 
WKH$%¶VGHFLVLRQ in US-Shrimp had outside the trade law community. 
 
US²Shrimp was the first case to come before the newly created WTO Dispute Settlement 
Body (DSB)4 in which the AB was required to consider the compatibility with GATT 1994 of 
unilateral trade measures for the protection of global environmental concerns.5  It was also 
the fifth dispute in less than a decade concerning WKH8QLWHG6WDWHV¶HQYLURQPHQWDOPHDVXUHV
brought before a GATT panel or the WTO DSB,6 and the second time in two years for such a 
dispute to be considered by the AB.7    US²Shrimp was also the first time a claim was 
brought by a coalition of developing country members against a developed WTO member.8  
 
India, Malaysia, Pakistan, and Thailand initiated their complaint against the US in consequence 
of unilateral measures pursuant to the US Endangered Species Act of 1973 which prohibited the 
import of shrimp harvested outside US waters and in a manner incompatible with US standards 
for endangered sea turtle protection.  As we shall discuss below, the case is significant for its 
                                                 
1
  Department of Law, London School of Economics and Political Science; Chichele Professor of Public 
International Law and Fellow, All Souls College, University of Oxford. 
2
  United States²Import Prohibition of Certain Shrimp and Shrimp Products, Report of the AB (8 October 
1996) WT/DS58/AB/R, µUS²Shrimp¶ RUµ$%5HSRUW¶. 
3
  See D Esty, µ$n environmental perspective on Seattle¶ (2000) 3:1 JIEL 176±8 and LELGµEnvironment 
and the Trading System: Picking up the Post-Seattle Pieces¶ in J Schott (ed), The WTO After Seattle 
(Institute for Economics, 2000) 1501. See also P Galizzi, µGlobalisation, Trade and Environment: 
Broadening the Agenda after Seattle?¶ [2000] 4 Env¶O Liab. 106.  
4
  1994 WTO Agreement and Dispute Settlement Understanding (DSU), in force 1 January 1995.  
5
  These are shared concerns in so far as certain species of endangered sea turtle are found in US waters, as 
well as on the high seas and in the waters of third States. The constellation of interests at stake, 
domestically and globally, are discussed further in section II. For brief discussion of sea turtles as a 
µVKDUHGJOREDOUHVRXUFH¶VHH3DQHO5HSRUW>@  
6
  US²Restrictions on Imports of Tuna (Mexico), GATT Panel Report (unadopted) BISD 39S/155 (3 
September 1991) DS21/R; US²Restrictions on Imports of Tuna (EEC), GATT Panel Report (unadopted) 
(16 June 1994) DS29/R; US²Taxes on Automobiles, GATT Panel Report (unadopted) (11 October 1994) 
DS31/R;  US²Reformulated Gasoline-Report of the Panel (29 January 1996) WT/DS2/R;  US-
Reformulated Gasoline-Report of the AB (29 April 1996) WT/DS2/AB/R. 
7
  The first - and the first case before the newly created AB - was United States²Standards for 
Reformulated and Conventional Gasoline (Venezuela and Brazil) Report of the AB (29 April 1996) 
WT/DS2/AB/R, µUS²Gasoline¶.  
8
  The proceedings in US²Shrimp spanned five years and involved seventeen WTO Members. In addition 
to the disputing Members, twelve Members participated as third parties in the Panel, AB and/or 
subsequent Article 21.5 compliance proceedings (Australia, Ecuador, El Salvador, the EC, Guatemala, 
Hong Kong, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, The Philippines, Singapore and Venezuela). 
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findings on the scope of justification for trade restrictive environmental measures under GATT 
1994 and for the $%¶Vapproach to treaty interpretation. 
II Background to the Case  
Shrimp is one of the most important globally traded fishery commodities;9 yet shrimp harvesting 
contributes to large-scale drowning or killing of non-target species, notably of sea turtles,10 an 
endangered species listed globally for protection under Appendix I of the 1973 Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES).11 CITES is, however, concerned with 
limiting or prohibiting trade in species threatened with extinction and does not mandate specific 
measures for sea turtle protection and conservation.  Indeed, as noted by the AB in this regard, 
there is no global sea turtle conservation agreement12 and only one regional agreement, the 1996 
Inter-American Convention for the Protection and Conservation of Sea Turtles,13 which in any 
HYHQWZDVQRWDSSOLFDEOHLQWKHKDUYHVWLQJDUHDVRIWKHFRPSODLQDQWV¶VKULPSILVKHULHV    
 
Domestically, US research programmes had concluded that the incidental capture and drowning 
of sea turtles in shrimp trawl nets was a significant source of sea turtle mortality.14  In response, 
the US National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) developed a turtle excluder device (TED) for 
shrimp trawler nets which SURYLGHG D µWUDSGRRU¶ IRU WXUWOHV WR HVFDSH IURP WKH QHW  :KHQ D
programme encouraging voluntary use of TEDs proved ineffective, legislative steps were taken 
requiring all US shrimp trawl vessels to use approved TEDs in specified areas where there was 
significant turtle mortality in shrimp trawls.15 This was followed in 1989 by Section 609 of 
Public Law 101±102,16 implemented through Guidelines, and which ultimately led to the WTO 
proceedings.17 
                                                 
9
   According to the FAO Global Study of Shrimp Fisheries (2008). 
10
  SHH ::) µ)DFW 6KHHW²Sea Turtle By-Catch²a GlREDO ,VVXH¶  Dolphins, seahorses, dugongs, 
albatrosses, and penguins also perish: ibid. For general discussion of the background to US²Shrimp see 
MA Young, Trading Fish, Saving Fish: The Interaction between Regimes in International Law (CUP, 
2011), ch 4. 
11
  993 UNTS 243, in force 1 July 1975. At the time of these proceedings, all seven species of sea turtle 
were listed under Appendix I as species threatened with extinction, all but two of which occurred in US 
waters.  
12
  In 2009, the FAO produced non-binding global Guidelines to Reduce Sea Turtle Mortality in Fishery 
Operations (Rome, FAO, 2009). 
13
  Concluded in 1996, but did not enter into force until 2001 upon the eighth ratification. Apart from this 
DJUHHPHQWQRWHGWKH$%WKHUHFRUGEHIRUHWKH3DQHOµGRHVQRWLQGLFDWHDQ\VHULRus, substantial efforts 
>E\WKH866HFUHWDU\RI6WDWH@WRFDUU\RXW>WKH@H[SUHVVGLUHFWLRQVRI&RQJUHVV¶XQGHU6HFWLRQDWR
QHJRWLDWHELODWHUDORUPXOWLODWHUDODJUHHPHQWV«IRUWKHSURWHFWLRQDQGFRQVHUYDWLRQRI«VHDWXUWOHV¶$%
Report [167].   
14
  LD -HQNLQVµ5HGXFLQJ6HD7XUWOH%\FDWFKLQ7UDZO1HWV$+LVWRU\RI1)067XUWOH([FOXGHU'HYLFH
>E\WKH7('5HVHDUFK¶Marine Fisheries Review 26. 
15
  52 Fed. Reg. 24244, 29 June 1987.   
16
  16 USC 1537. 
17
  7KHUHZDVFRQVLGHUDEOH UHVLVWDQFH WR WKHVHPHDVXUHV IURP86VKULPSHUV OHDGLQJ LQWHUDOLD WR WKH µILUVW
VXFFHVVIXO EORFNDGHRI 86 KDUERUV VLQFH WKH:DURI¶0 'RQQHOO\ µ7KH+LVWRU\ DQG3ROLWLFVRI
7XUWOH 'HYLFH 5HJXODWLRQV¶   Endangered Species UPDATE 1; see also P Cressick, 
µ([SODLQLQJ863ROLF\RQShrimp-Turtle¶LQ(%URZQ:HLVV-+-DFNVRQDQG1%HUQDVFRQL-Osterwalder 
(eds), Reconciling Environment and Trade (Nijhoff, 2001) 504 and AV Margavio and CJ Forsyth, 
Caught in the Net: The Conflict between Shrimpers and Conservationists (Texas A&M University Press, 
1996).  Constitutional challenges were made to the legislation and unsuccessful attempts to use state law 
to block the measures: see e.g. State of Louisiana, ex rel. Guste v Verity (29 February 1988) [US District 
Court, E.D. LA] 681 F. Supp. 1178 and State of Louisiana, ex rel. Guste v Verity (15 August 1988) [US 
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Section 609 provided for an import ban on shrimp harvested with commercial fishing 
technology which may adversely affect sea turtles protected under US law. Harvesting States 
could escape the ban only through a certification process further specified in the subsequent 
Guidelines.18 These required demonstration that a regulatory programme comparable to the 
US programme was in place regarding the incidental taking of sea turtles and that the average 
rate of incidental taking of sea turtles was comparable to that in the US.19 For certification it 
was not sufficient to demonstrate that shrimp harvesting methods were comparable in 
effectiveness to those required under US law; i.e. what was required was a country-based 
measure, not merely a process-EDVHGPHDVXUHRUµKRZ-WR¶UHVWULFWLRQV.20  Initially limited in 
its geographic application to the wider Caribbean/western Atlantic region, in 1996 the ban 
was made global.21   
 
The ban had serious impacts on the complainant States where fishing for domestic 
consumption and for export contributes significantly to their economies.22  Together, they 
produced almost a quarter of the world¶s wild-caught shrimp, with much of this production 
exported and for which the US was a key market23 as RQHRIWKHZRUOG¶VELJJHVWFRQVXPHUVRI
shrimp.24  Thus the US market was, and continues to be, extremely important for shrimp-
exporting countries. For example, according to Malaysia, µH[SRUWVRIVKULPSWRWKH86PDUNHW
>«@FRQVWLWXWHGDERXWSHUFHQWRILWVWRWDOH[SRUWRIVKULPSLQ0DOD\VLDFRQWHQGHG
WKDW WKHHQIRUFHPHQWE\ WKH86RI6HFWLRQKDGVLJQLILFDQWO\DIIHFWHG WKHVKULPSH[SRUW
LQGXVWU\LQ0DOD\VLD¶DQGWKDWLWVH[SRUWVWRWKH86KDGIDOOHQE\SHUFHQWDVDUHVXOW25,Q
LWVDUJXPHQWVEHIRUHWKH3DQHO3DNLVWDQVLPLODUO\FRPSODLQHGWKDWWKH86EDQKDGµGHFLPDWHG
3DNLVWDQ¶VH[SRUWV WR WKH8QLWHG6WDWHV¶ZLWK WKHYDOXHRIH[SRUWV IDOOLQJE\DURXQGSHU
FHQW26 
 
                                                                                                                                                        
Court of Appeals, 5th Cir] 853 F.2d 322. The regulations were finally reinstated on 15 October 1989 as 
the result of environmental NGOs litigation seeking effective turtle protection under the Endangered 
Species Act: see National Wildlife Federation, et al v. Mosbacher (11 August 1989) [US District Court, 
E.D. LA] Civ. A. No. 89-2089.  
18
  Guidelines were issued in 1991 (56 Fed. Reg. 1051) and revised in 1993 (58 Fed. Reg. 9015) and 1996 
(61 Fed. Reg. 17342). For the record of certifications as of 1 January 1998, see Panel Report [2.16].   
19
  2UWKDWWKHµILVKLQJHQYLURQPHQWRIWKHKDUYHVWLQJFRXQWU\GLGQRWSRVHDWKUHDWRILQFLGental taking of sea 
WXUWOHVLQWKHFRXUVHRIVKULPSKDUYHVWLQJ¶ 
20
   % &RRUHPDQ µ$GGUHVVLQJ (QYLURQPHQWDO &RQFHUQV 7KURXJK 7UDGH $ &DVH IRU ([WUDWHUULWRULDOLW\"¶
(2016) 65 ICLQ GUDZLQJRQ&KDUQRYLW]¶VVLPLODUGLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQJRYHUQPHQWSROLcy and 
µKRZWR¶UHVWULFWLRQV6&KDUQRYLW]µ7KH/DZRI³330V´LQWKH:72'HEXQNLQJWKH0\WKRI,OOHJDOLW\¶
(2002) 27 Yale JIL )RUWKH$%WKLVZDVµSURRI¶WKDWµWKHPHDVXUHLQDSSOLFDWLRQZDVPRUHFRQFHUQHG
with effectively influencing other WTO Members to adopt the same policy, rather than inquiring into the 
DSSURSULDWHQHVVRIGLIIHUHQWFRPSDUDEOHSURJUDPVWRSURWHFWWKHFRQFHUQDWLVVXH¶,ELGQ 
21
   This was in response to a ruling by the US Court of International Trade (CIT) that the initial 1991 
*XLGHOLQHV¶UHVWULFWHGDSSOLFDWLRQWRWKHZLGHU&DULEEHDQ:HVWHUQ$WODQWLFUHJLRQYLRODWHG6HFWLRQ
with a direction to the Department of State to extend the ban world-wide by 1 May 1996: Earth Institute 
v. Warren Christopher, 913 F. Supp. 559 (CIT 1995).    
22
  See fisheries statistics by country at http://www.fao.org. 
23
  In 1995 Thailand's shrimp exports (including fresh, frozen, wild and farmed shrimp and shrimp products) 
amounted to over 25 per cent of global shrimp exports by value, India¶V 6.5 per cent, Malaysia1.5 per 
cent and Pakistan about 1 per cent: FAO, Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service, 
available at http://www.fao.org. 
24
  ibid. 
25
  Panel Report [3.120]. 
26
  ibid [3.121]. 
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III  The Proceedings 
 
India, Malaysia, Pakistan, and Thailand27 complained that the US measures pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 were contrary to Article XI GATT 1994 which prohibits 
quantitative restrictions on trade.28 The Panel found that the US GLGQRWGLVSXWHWKDWµZLWKUHVSHFW
to countries not certified under Section 609, [the ban] amounted to a restriction on the 
LPSRUWDWLRQ RI VKULPS ZLWKLQ WKH PHDQLQJ RI $UWLFOH ;,¶29  The US sought to justify the 
inconsistent measures under the general exceptions contained in Article XX GATT 1994, 
VSHFLILFDOO\ SDUDJUDSK  E µQHFHVVDU\ WR SURWHFW KXPDQ DQLPDO RU SODQW OLIH RU KHDOWK¶ DQG
SDUDJUDSKJµUHODWLQJWRWKHFRQVHUYDWLRQRIH[KDXVWLEOHQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHVLIVXFKPHDVXUHVDUH
made effective in conjunction with restrictions on domestic production or consuPSWLRQ¶ The 
Panel found violation of Article XI without saving by Article XX, but (erroneously) commenced 
its consideration of the latter with an analysis of the chapeau30 leaving prima facie consideration 
of saving under Article XX(b) or (g) to the second stage of analysis. It found unjustified 
discrimination between countries where similar conditions prevail and thus held that the US 
PHDVXUHDWLVVXHµis not within the scope of measures permitted under Article XX¶.31  Moreover, 
in interpreting the chapeau to Article XX the Panel placed great emphasis on protection of the 
worOGWUDGLQJV\VWHPHPSOR\LQJDµVlippery slope¶ type of argument:  
 
We are of the opinion that the chapeau of Article XX, interpreted within its context and 
in the light of the object and purpose of GATT and of the WTO Agreement, only allows 
Members to derogate from GATT provisions, so long as, in doing so, they do not 
undermine the WTO multilateral trading system, thus also abusing the exceptions 
contained in Article XX >«@We consequently find that when considering a measure 
under Article XX, we must determine not only whether the measure on its own 
undermines the WTO multilateral trading system, but also whether such type of 
measure, if it were to be adopted by other Members, would threaten the security and 
predictability of the multilateral trading system. 32 
  
As in the Tuna/Dolphin cases,33 the US legislation was operating in the absence of multilateral 
rules agreed for the protection of the species in question. The Panel in US²Shrimp was at pains 
to address the international environmental law context, stressing the neeGµto reach co-operative 
agreement on integrated conservation strategies [«] taking into account the specific conditions 
of the differeQWJHRJUDSKLFDODUHDVFRQFHUQHG¶.  Sustainable development, one of the objectives 
of the WTO set forth in the Preamble, is expressly referred to by the Panel in exhorting such 
                                                 
27
  Pursuant to Article 4 DSU and Article XXII:1 GATT 1994, the complainants had first requested 
consultations with the US concerning Section 609 and the 1996 Guidelines, but these failed to arrive at a 
satisfactory solution: ibid [1.1]. 
28
  Article 1 and Article XIII GATT were also included in their claim, but not considered further by the 
Panel given its findings on GATT Article XI: ibid [7.22±7.23]. 
29
  Ibid [7.13] [7.15] [7.17]. The Panel stressed that this finding was also buttressed by sufficient evidence 
that such restriction had been imposed: ibid [7.17] 
30
  7KH FKDSHDX WR$UWLFOH;; UHDGV µ6XEMHFW WR WKH UHTXLUHPHQW WKDW VXFK PHDVXUHV DUHQRW DSSOLHG LQ D
manner that would constitute a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination between countries 
where the same conditions prevail, or a disguised restriction on international trade, nothing in this 
Agreement shall be construed to prevent the adoption or enforcement by any contracting party of 
PHDVXUHV>@¶(emphasis added). 
31
  Panel Report [7.48±7.49]. 
32
  Ibid [7.44] emphasis added. This reasoning was held by the AB to constitute an error in legal 
interpretation and was reversed: see further below. 
33
  Above n 5. 
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multilateral co-operation in order to protect seD WXUWOHV µin a manner consistent with WTO 
objectives¶.34 Furthermore, it observed that:  
 
General international law and international environmental law clearly favour the use 
of negotiated instruments rather than unilateral measures when addressing 
transboundary or global environmental problems, particularly when developing 
countries are concerned. Hence a negotiated solution is clearly to be preferred, both 
from WTO and an international environmental law perspective. 35 
 
This comes close to suggesting that not only is protection of the multilateral trading system at 
the core of the Panel¶s concern, but that it will be a rare unilateral measure indeed which 
satisfies not only the conditions of Article XX(b) and (g) but also (as interpreted by the Panel) 
the chapeau. This lack of balance in addressing trade and environment issues was severely 
criticised.36 
  
The US appealed against the Panel¶s decision, affording the AB the opportunity to reconsider 
the balance between trade and environment within the GATT. In particular, it reviewed the rules 
of general international law relating to treaty interpretation and their application by the Panel in 
the instant case. Relying on language drawn implicitly from Article 31 of the Vienna 
Convention on the Law of Treaties (VCLT),37 the AB stated the relevant rules to require an 
µexamination of the ordinary meaning of the words of a treaty, read in their context and in the 
light of the object and SXUSRVHRI WKH WUHDW\ LQYROYHG¶.38   So far, so good. The AB went on, 
however, to observe, in a misapplication of the requirements of Article 31(1) VCLT, that: 
 
A treaty interpreter must begin with, and focus upon, the text of the particular provision 
to be interpreted. It is in the words constituting the provision, read in their context, that 
the object and purpose of the states parties to the treaty must first be sought. Where the 
meaning imparted by the text itself is equivocal or inconclusive, or where confirmation 
of the correctness of the reading of the text itself is desired, light from the object and 
purpose of the treaty as a whole may usefully be sought.39  
 
As Gardiner rightly observes, this is a misreading of Sinclair and the VCLT because the second 
DQG WKLUG VHQWHQFHVGRQRW UHIOHFW WKH µSURSHU DSSURDFK WR WKH ILUVW SDUW RI WKHJHQHUDO UXOHRI
WUHDW\ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ HYHQ LI WKH\ PD\ IROORZ D W\SLFDO RU ORJLFDO SURFHVV RI WKRXJKW¶,40  in 
seeking the object and purpose by reference to the particular treaty provision, and then linking 
recourse to the object and purpose of the treaty with the ordinary meaning of the terms being 
equivocal or conclusive (a test found in Article 32 VCLT).41  
                                                 
34
  Panel Report [7.42] [7.52] and [9.1]. 
35
  ibid [7.61] 
36
  See e.g. R Howse, µThe Turtles Panel: Another Environmental Disaster in Geneva¶ (1998) 32 JWT 73. 
37
  Article 3.2 '68UHTXLUHVWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIµcustomary rules of interpretation of public international law¶ 
of which Article 31(1) VCLT is a general reflection. In addition to its own case law, the AB relies on I 
Sinclair, The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (MUP, 2nd ed, 1984) for the general rule of 
interpretation set forth in Article 31(1), in particular the application of the object and purpose test: [114] 
n 82.  
38
  AB Report [114].   
39
  ibid, citing Sinclair 130-31. 
40
  R Gardiner, Treaty Interpretation (OUP, 2nd edn, 2015), 133. 
41
  ibid, 133-VHHDOVR'6KDQNHUµ7KH9LHQQD&RQYHQWLRQRQWKH/DZRI7UHDWLHVWKH'LVSute Settlement 
6\VWHPRIWKH:72DQGWKH'RKD'HFODUDWLRQRQWKH75,3V$JUHHPHQW¶JWT 721, 741±2. 
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Applying this interpretative approach, the AB considered that the Panel had demonstrably failed 
to give WKH FKDSHDX RI $UWLFOH ;; LWV µordinary meaning¶²in particular, by disregarding the 
reference to the manner in which the measures sought to be justified are applied. In US²
Gasoline the AB had stressed the need to examine not the measure and its specified contents as 
such, but rather the manner of its application.  Here, the Panel had failed properly to consider 
how the manner of the application of Section 60 FRQVWLWXWHG µa means of arbitrary or 
unjustifiable discrimination between countries where the same conditions prevail, or a disguised 
restriction on trade¶ within the meaning of the chapeau. This is a crucial distinction because the 
Panel's stress upon the nature of the unilateral measures in question,42 combined with its broad 
interpretative approach whereby measures wKLFK µundermine the WTO multilateral trading 
system¶ fall outside those measures permitted under the chapeau of Article XX, set a virtually 
inevitable collision course between environmental measures and Article XX. In contrast, the AB 
took a more nuanced approach: maintaining the multilateral trading system is not an 
interpretative rule to be applied in interpreting specific proYLVLRQVRI WKH*$77 EXW UDWKHU µa 
fundamental and pervasive premise underlying the WTO Agreement¶.43  Indeed, the purpose of 
the chapeau had been identified in the US²Gasoline case where the AB indicated that its 
SXUSRVHµLVJHQHUDOO\WKHSUHYHQtion of abuse of exceptions of [Article XX]¶.44 
  
Not only was its interpretative approach flawed, but the Panel had also ignored the careful two-
step process enunciated in earlier case law whereby the specific paragraphs of Article XX are 
examined before reviewing the applicability of the conditions set forth in the chapeau.45 The AB 
reversed the Panel¶s finding that Section 609 fell outside the scope of measures permitted under 
Article XX and thus found it necessary to conduct the two-stage legal analysis eschewed by the 
Panel, namely, to consider whether the US could claim justification for Section 609 under 
Article XX(g) and then to test such justification, if made, by the conditions of the chapeau.46  
The first question for the AB was whether Section 609 is a measure concerned with the 
FRQVHUYDWLRQRIµH[KDXVWLEOHQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHV¶ZLWKLQWKHPHDQLQJRI$UWLFOH;;JDSKUDVHLW
FRQVLGHUHG µLV QRW ³VWDWLF´ LQ LWV FRQWHQW RU UHIHUHQFH EXW LV UDWKHU ³E\ GHILQLWLRQ
HYROXWLRQDU\´¶47   Accordingly, the AB explicitly adopted an evolutive approach48 to 
interpretation of ArtiFOH ;;J µin the light of contemporary concerns of the community of 
nations about the protection and conservation of the environment¶.49  Though Article XX was 
not amended in the Uruguay Round, the AB drew inspiration for this evolutive approach from 
the preamble to the WTO Agreement which refers, inter alia WR µthe objective of sustainable 
development, seeking both to protect and preserve the environment and to enhance the means 
for doing so¶ZKLFKdemonstrates that the States ParWLHV WR WKH:72$JUHHPHQWZHUH µfully 
aware of the importance and legitimacy of environmental protection as a goal of national and 
                                                 
42
  ibid [115]UHIHUUHGWRDOVRE\WKH$%DVµWKHGHVLJQRIWKHPHDVXUHLWVHOI
 
43
  ibid [116] 
44
  Above n 5 [22]. 
45
  The Panel expressly seeks to justify such express departure at [7.28]. For criticism of this two-stage 
DSSURDFK VHH / %DUWHOV µ7KH &KDSHDX RI WKH *HQHUDO ([FHSWLRQV LQ WKH :72 *$77 DQG *$76
$JUHHPHQWV$5HFRQVWUXFWLRQ¶AJIL 95. 
46
  Article XX(b) was also invoked by the US, but only in the alternative should the Article XX(g) 
justification fail. 
47
  [130] citing general international law sources including the Namibia (Legal Consequences) Advisory 
Opinion (1971) ICJ Rep. 31 and the Aegean Sea Continental Shelf Case (1978) ICJ Rep. 3. 
48
  ibid [130]. 
49
  ibid [129]. 
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LQWHUQDWLRQDO SROLF\¶.50  6XFK ODQJXDJH µdemonstrates a recognition by WTO negotiators that 
optimal use of the world¶s resources should be made in accordance with the objective of 
sustainable development.¶51 ,WDGGVµcolour, texture and shading to the rights and obligations of 
members under the WTO Agreement, generally, and under the GATT 1994, in particular.¶52  
The AB then relied on DQXPEHURIµPRGHUQLQWHUQDWLRQDOFRQYHQWLRQVDQGGHFODUDWLRQV>ZKLFK@
make frequent reference to natural resources as embracing both living and non-living 
UHVRXUFHV¶53 to support its conclusion that µOLYLQJUHVRXUFHVDUHMXVWDV³finite´ as petroleum, iron 
ore and other non-living resources¶.54  At the end of this part of its analysis the AB also cites the 
principle of effectiveness in support of this conclusion on the interpretation of Article XX(g).55 
 
Turning to the specific issue of whether the VHD WXUWOHV LQSDUWLFXODUDUH µexhaustible¶, the AB 
swiftly concluded that they are, not least since all seven species of sea turtle are listed in 
Appendix I of the 1973 CITES. All the participants in the appeal were parties to CITES, which 
continues to enjoy widespread support.56 Whether there is any jurisdictional limitation on the 
scope of Article XX(g) was not expressly considered since sea turtles are highly migratory 
species and occur, inter alia, within US waters over which it clearly has jurisdiction. The AB 
WKXVIRXQGµVXIILFLHQWQH[XV¶EHWZHHQWKHVHDWXUWOHVDQGWKH8657 
 
The AB then examined the question of whether the measure sought to be justified µrelates to¶ the 
conservation of exhaustible natural resources. Once again, the interpretative methodology of the 
AB LVFOHDUO\H[SUHVVHGµIn making this determination, the treaty interpreter essentially looks 
into the relationship between the measure at stake and the legitimate policy of conserving 
exhaustible natural resources.¶58  The widespread participation of all States, including the 
participants in the present dispute, in CITES underscores the legitimacy of the concern. More 
                                                 
50
  ibid. 
51
  ibid [153].  The AB also notes there is no evidence of the intention of the original drafters of Article XX to 
exclude living resources from the ambit of Article XX(g) ([131] n 81) and that earlier adopted panel reports 
KDGIRXQGILVKWREHDQµH[KDXVWLEOHQDWXUDOUHVRXUFH¶ZLWKLQWKHPHDQLQJRI$UWLFOH;;J [131]. 
52
 ibid [155]. In addition, the AB noted the creation of the WTO Committee on Trade and Environment (CTE)  
in 1994 and the preamble to the Ministerial Decision on Trade and Environment which states, inter aliaµWKDW
there should not be, nor need by, any policy contradiction between upholding and safeguarding an open, non-
discriminatory and equitable multilateral trading system on the one hand, and acting for the protection of the 
HQYLURQPHQWDQGWKHSURPRWLRQRIVXVWDLQDEOHGHYHORSPHQWRQWKHRWKHU¶ 
53
  It refers to the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), the 1992 Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD), and the 1979 Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild 
Animals (CMS), in each case simply noting in a footnote the extent of participation by the parties to the 
dispute, and to Agenda 21: [130].  For discussion of how the Panel and AB in US-Shrimp acquired 
information about these other regimes, see Young, above n 12, 206-24.  There is no explicit interpretative 
justification for relying on these instruments which appear to be provided as context in evidencing a shift 
in legal opinion since the adoption of GATT 1947: see below text at n 120. On the use of other 
LQWHUQDWLRQDOODZDVFRQWH[W¶VHHI Van Damme, Treaty Interpretation by the WTO Appellate Body (OUP 
2009) 258±9.  
54
  Above n 7 [128]. 
55
  AB Report [131], citing previous AB Reports including US²Gasoline and Japan²Alcoholic Beverages, 
and a range of general international law authorities including Oppenheim and Sinclair.  
56
  See further http://www.cites.org  At the time of the $%¶s decision, there were 144 States party to CITES. 
57
  AB Report [133].  Nor was the matter explored further in the recent EC²Seals case owing to lack of 
argument on this point by the parties, leaving the question open whether trade measures aimed to address 
environmental concerns outside the territory of the regulating State are justifiable: WTO, AB Report, 
European Communities²Measures Prohibiting the Importation and Marketing of Seal Products (2014) 
:7'6$%5>@)RUFULWLTXHDQGDSURSRVHG µH[WUDWHUULWRULDOLW\GHFLVLRQ WUHH¶ VHH&RRUHPDQ
above n 20. 
58
  AB Report [135]. 
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particularly, however, the AB FRQVLGHUHGLWQHFHVVDU\WRµexamine the relationship between the 
general structure and design of the measure here at stake, Section 609, and the policy goal it 
purposes to serve, that is, the conservation of sea turtles¶,59 adopting the methodology employed 
in examining the baseline regulation of the Clean Air Act in US²Gasoline. Here the design of 
the measure is relevant. The AB IRXQGµ[t]he means and end relationship between Section 609 
and the legitimate policy of conserving an exhaustible, and in fact, endangered species, is 
observably a close and real one, a relationship every bit as substantial as that which we found in 
US²Gasoline between the EPA baseline establishment rules and the conservation of clean air in 
the United States.¶60 It also determined that such measures were made effective µin conjunction 
with¶ restrictioQV RQ 86 VKULPS WUDZO YHVVHOV µin principle, Section 609 is an even-handed 
PHDVXUH¶), thus leaving only the hurdle of satisfaction of the chapeau conditions for the US 
measure to be a justifiable exception under Article XX.  
  
7KH $%¶V FKDUDFWHULVDWLRQ RI 6HFWLRQ  DV D µOHJLWLPDWH¶ HQYLURQPHQWDO PHDVXUH should be 
contrasted with the later finding of the US Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit in 
reviewing the Court of International Trade¶V GHFLVLRQ LQTurtle Island,61 when it held that its 
µOHJLVODWLYHKLVWRU\¶showed that 6HFWLRQZDVSULPDULO\µIRFXVHGRQSURWHFWLQJWKHGRPHVWLF
VKULPSLQGXVWU\QRWWKHVHDWXUWOH¶62  $OWKRXJKLQYLWHGWRGRVRLQ WKHSDUWLHVSOHDGLQJV WKH
$%ZDVVHHPLQJO\ reluctant to pierce the sovereign veil to consider the legislative history of 
WKHLPSRUWEDQDQGZKHWKHU6HFWLRQFRQVWLWXWHGDµGLVJXLVHGUHVWULFWLRQ¶RQWUDGH 
 
The general interpretative approach of the AB to the chapeau has already been detailed above. In 
its light, the exceptions of (a) to (j) of Article XX are revealed as limited and conditional 
exceptions from substantive GATT obligations, subject to compliance with the chapeau. Indeed, 
the AB likens the chapeau conditions to an obligation of good faith in the exercise of rights 
under the GATT.63 It thus considers whether the application of the measure provisionally 
justified uQGHU $UWLFOH ;;J FRQVWLWXWHV µunjustifiable discrimination >«@ or a disguised 
restriction on trade¶ within the meaning of the chapeau. As in US²Gasoline the measure fell at 
this final hurdle, for the AB held that in its application Section 609 KDG µintended an actual 
coercive effect on the specific policy decisions made by foreign governments, Members of the 
WTO¶.64  Any flexibility intended in the primary legislation was swept aside by the 1996 
Guidelines and the practical administration of the certification scheme which required a 
demonstration that the regulatory programme requires the use of turtle extractor device or a 
requirement falling within the extremely limited exceptions available to US shrimp trawlers. 
µOther measures the harvesting nation undertakes to protect sea turtles¶ referred to in the 
Guidelines were of little relevance in administrative practice. In sum, the $%IRXQGµWKHHIIHFW of 
the application of Section 609 is to establish a rigid and unbending standard¶ requiring other 
WTO members to adopt a regulatory program that is not merely comparable, but rather 
essentially the same, as that applied to the United States shrimp trawl YHVVHOV¶65  
 
The final obstacle to success in meeting the conditions of the chapeau was the evidence that 
even States complying with the regulatory conditions of the scheme, i.e. shrimp caught using 
                                                 
59
  ibid [37]. 
60
  ibid [141]. 
61
  Turtle Island Restoration Network v Mallett (19 Jul 2000) 110 F.Supp.2d 1005  
62
  Turtle Island Restoration Network v Evans (21 March 2002) 284 F.3d 1282, 1295 
63
  ibid [158], as both a general principle of law and a general principle of international law. 
64
  ibid [161]. 
65
  ibid [163]. 
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methods identical to those in the US, would be subject to the import ban if the shrimp were 
caught in the waters of a non-certified State. This suggests to the AB µthat this measure, in its 
application, is more concerned with effectively influencing WTO members to adopt 
essentially the same comprehensive regulatory regime as that applied by the United States to 
its domestic shrimp trawlers, even though many of those Members may be differently 
situated.¶66  Coupled with the failure to respond vigorously to the exhortation in the legislation 
to seek bilateral and multilateral agreements for sea turtle conservation,67 the AB had little 
difficulty in determining that the measure had been applied in an unjustifiably discriminatory 
fashion. It also found the discrimination to be arbitrary, thus depriving the measure of Article 
XX protection and rendering unnecessary consideration of the final limb of the chapeau 
(disguised restriction on trade).68 
  
Both the language and methodology of the AB is a striking departure from the wording and the 
approach of the Panel Report, and demonstrates a willingness to strike a more even balance 
between trade and environment concerns. Of particular note is the acceptance of an unsolicited 
NGO brief, a move consonant with general measures within the WTO to improve transparency 
and access for, though not the direct participation of, NGOs.69  In US²Shrimp the AB took the 
view that the Panel erred in its legal interpretation that accepting non-requested information 
from non-governmental sources was incompatible with the DSU.70 However, in a µSUDFWLFDO
GLVSRVLWLRQRIWKHPDWWHU¶HQGRUVHGE\WKH$%WKH3DQHOSHUPLWWHGWKH3DUWLHVWRSXWIRUZDUG
the documents, or parts thereof, and the US duly attached part of an NGO brief as an annex to 
its second submission to the Panel.71  This was not the fiUVWWLPHVXFKµSUDFWLFDOGLVSRVLWLRQ¶
was adopted by a dispute settlement body: there is no provision for amicus briefs in the ,&-¶V
Statute yet it permitted Hungary to adopt NGO material as part of its submission in the 
Gabcikovo±Nagymaros case.72  This introduction RI H[WHUQDO YLHZV LQWR D µPHPEHUV RQO\¶
WTO dispute settlement procedure has, however, proved controversial,73 though in practice 
SDQHOVDQGWKH$%KDYHEHHQµYHU\UHVWUDLQHGLQDFWXDOO\FRQVLGHULQJWKHP¶74 
                                                 
66
  ibid [165]. 
67
  Only one agreement had been concluded, the 1996 Inter-American Convention for the Protection and 
Conservation of Sea Turtles above n 13. See further http://www.seaturtle.org.  
68
  This limb of the chapeau has been relatively unexplored: Bartels, above n 45.  
69
  As part of this initiative see http://www.wto.org/wto/ngo/contact.htm.  The :72¶V&RPPLWWHHRQ7UDGH
and Environment has a number of observers from intergovernmental organisations, including 
representatives of the Secretariat of the CBD and CITES. 
70
  This was one of the issues raised in the United States appeal: US²Shrimp [98 et seq]. The Panel received 
a brief from the Center for Marine Conservation (CMC) and the Center for International Environmental 
Law (CIEL), and one from the World Wide Fund for Nature: ibid [99].  The CMC also played a domestic 
role, threatening legal proceedings against the Secretary of Commerce for failing to fulfil his mandate 
under the ESA and indicating that it would call for a moratorium on all shrimp fishing in waters in which 
sea turtles are present: see further Donnelly above n 17, 2; Margavio and Forsyth above n 1, 8. 
71
  Section III of the CMC/CIEL brief: ibid [110]. SeHJHQHUDOO\*8PEULFKWµ$Q³$PLFXV&XULDH%ULHI´RQ
$PLFXV&XULDH%ULHIVDWWKH:72¶JIEL 773. 
72
  (1997) ICJ Rep 7; see currently Practice Direction XII. See generally A-K Lindblom, Non-Governmental 
Organisations and International Law (2005).  ITLOS has similarly grappled with the introduction of 
amicus briefs in the absence of express authority to do so in its Statute, through its Rules of Procedure 
and judicial practice: see for example The Arctic Sunrise Case (Kingdom of the Netherlands v. Russian 
Federation), Case No. 22, Order of 22 November 201DQGJHQHUDOO\$'ROLG]Hµ7KH$UFWLF6XQULVH
DQG1*2VLQ,QWHUQDWLRQDO-XGLFLDO3URFHHGLQJV¶ASIL Insights. 
73
  6HH IXUWKHU5+RZVH µ0HPEHUVKLSDQG LWV3ULYLOHJHV7KH:72&LYLO6RFLHty, and the Amicus Brief 
&RQWURYHUV\¶ EJIL DQG30DYURLGLV µAmicus curiae Briefs Before the WTO: Much Ado 
$ERXW 1RWKLQJ¶ LQ $ YRQ %RJGDQG\ 3 0DYURLGLV DQG < 0HQ\ HGV European Integration and 
International Co-ordination, Studies in Transnational Economic Law in Honour of Claus-Dieter 
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More generally, the reliance by the AB in US²Shrimp on general international law principles, 
as well as general principles of international environmental law, is striking. Most telling is the 
AB¶s awareness of its wider audience, for it concludes, inter alia, with what the appeal has not 
decided: 
 
We have not decided that the protection and preservation of the environment is of no 
significance to the Members of the WTO. Clearly, it is. We have not decided that the 
sovereign nations that are Members of the WTO cannot adopt effective measures to 
protect endangered species, such as sea turtles. Clearly, they can and should. And we 
have not decided that sovereign states should not act together bilaterally, plurilaterally or 
multilaterally, either within the WTO or in other international fora, to protect endangered 
species or otherwise protect the environment. Clearly, they should and do.75 
 
As it transpired this did not prove to be the AB¶V final word on the matter. The AB Report 
DGRSWHGE\WKH:72¶V'6%RQ1RYHPEHUZDVDFFRPSDQLHGE\WKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQWKDW
the US bring the import prohibition into conformity with its obligations under the WTO 
Agreement.  However, in implementing the decision and recommendation the US did not amend 
Section 609²with the import prohibition on uncertified States remaining intact²but instead 
issued Revised Guidelines under which a State might seek certification on the basis that it has 
LPSOHPHQWHGDQGHQIRUFHGDµFRPSDUDEO\HIIHFWLYH¶UHJXODWRU\SURJUDPPHWRSURWHFWVHDWXUWOHV
without the use of TEDs.  On 12 October 2000 Malaysia, one of the original complainants, 
requested the matter be remitted back to the original panel as it is entitled to do under the DSU 
where non-compliance with a DSB ruling is alleged. It argued that the US had failed to lift the 
import prohibition and haGQRWWDNHQµthe necessary measures to allow the importation of certain 
shrimp and shrimp prodXFWVLQDQXQUHVWULFWLYHPDQQHU¶ and challenged the Revised Guidelines 
as insufficiently flexible to meet the requirements of the Article XX chapeau.76  Malaysia also 
argued that the US had failed to take adequate steps to negotiate and conclude an international 
agreement on sea turtle protection  before imposing the unilateral import ban.  In justifying its 
steps regarding compliance, the US stressed, inter alia, its continuing efforts to secure agreement 
with Governments in the Indian Ocean region on the protection of sea turtles in that region.77 
The Panel QRWHGWKHVHRQJRLQJµVHULRXVJRRGIDLWKHIIRUWV¶DVGLGWKH$%ZKLFKVWUHVVHGWKDW
requiring the conclusion of an agreement would be unreasonable and that the mere failure to do 
VR GLG QRW FRQVWLWXWH µDUELWUDU\ RU XQMXVWLILDEOH GLVFULPLQDWLRQ¶ XQGHU WKH Article XX chapeau 
solely because agreement was reached with some parties but not with others.78 As for the 
Revised Guidelines, the AB rejected the Malaysian argument that once again the measures 
unilaterally imposed US domestic standards on exporters, since on application for certification 
                                                                                                                                                        
Ehlermann (2002), 317. Opposition was exacerbated by the special procedures for amicus briefs adopted 
in the subsequent US-Asbestos where the AB anticipated a high volume of brief from public interest 
NGOs (see further Young, above n 10, 221) and by the perception that briefs from environmental and 
labour NGOs in particular would argue against the interests of developing countries and their right to 
H[SORLW WKHLU RZQ UHVRXUFHV VHH IXUWKHU - %KDJZDWL µ$IWHUZRUG 7KH 4XHVWLRQ RI /LQNDJH¶  
AJIL 126. 
74
  Young above n 10, 221±4. 
75
   AB Report [185]. 
76
  United States²Import Prohibition on Certain Shrimp and Shrimp Products, Recourse to Article 21.5 of 
the DSU by Malaysia, Report of the AB, 22 October 2001, :7'6$%5:>@µMalaysia Recourse¶ 
77
  ibid [115]. 
78
  ibid [123]. 
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US authorities were permitted to take into account the specific conditions of Malaysian shrimp 
production and of its sea turtle conservation programme.79  
IV US²Shrimp as a Landmark 
$ 86²6KULPS¶VOHJDF\ZLWKLQWKH:72 
We could consider US²Shrimp a landmark merely because of its impact within trade law and 
RQWKHµWUDGHDQGHQYLURQPHQW¶GHEDWH.80  Subsequent panels and the AB routinely cite the AB 
Report in US²Shrimp²usually alongside US²Gasoline²as the starting point for any 
analysis under Article XX.  TKH $%¶V GHFLVLRQ LQ US²Shrimp is also frequently cited in 
disputes concerning Articles 2 of the SPS and TBT Agreements.81  This is unsurprising given 
the preambles to both Agreements repeat the wording of the chapeau of Article XX GATT.  
In this context US²Shrimp is generally cited as authority for five main points.  First, that the 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQDQGDSSOLFDWLRQRI$UWLFOH;;UHTXLUHVDµWZR-WLHUHG¶DSSURDFKXQGHUZKLFKD
measure must be shown to be provisionally justified by a paragraph (a) to (j) exception before 
its chapeau-compliance is assessed.82  Second, that both as a requirement of and expression of 
WKHSULQFLSOHVRIµJRRGIDLWK¶DQGµabus de droit¶DSDQHORUWKH$%DVVHVVLQJDPHDVXUHXQGHU 
$UWLFOH;;PXVWVHHN WRµEDODQFH¶RU ILQGµHTXLOLEULXP¶EHWZHHQ0HPEHUV¶ ULJKW WR LQYRNH
WKHH[FHSWLRQVDQGRWKHU0HPEHUV¶VXEVWDQWLYHULJKWVXQGHUWKH:72$JUHHPHQW83  Third, 
that an assessment under the substantive paragraphs of Article XX requires the completion of 
DµPHDQV±HQGV¶LQTXLU\7KHVWDQGDUGRIFRQQHFWLRQUHTXLUHGXQGHUHDFKLQGLYLGXDOH[FHSWLRQ
is considered to shift along a sliding scale depending on the language employed - whether a 
PHDVXUH PXVW EH µQHFHVVDU\¶ IRU RU PHUHO\ µUHODWH WR¶ LWV intended purpose.84  Fourth, 
subsequent panels and the AB have reaffirmed US-Shrimp¶VGLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQDPHDVXUH¶V
µGHVLJQ DQG VWUXFWXUH¶ DQG LWV µDSSOLFDWLRQ¶ UHLWHUDWLQJ WKDW D PHDVXUH PD\ FRPSO\ ZLWK
Article XX on its face, be provisionally justified under a valid exception, and yet be applied 
in a manner that breaches the chapeau requirements.85  As per the AB decision in US²
Shrimp subsequent decision makers have focused on the institutions, processes and 
procedures involved in application.86  Fifth, US²Shrimp is frequently cited in support of the 
view that discrimination may arise where countries in which different conditions prevail (or 
                                                 
79
  ibid [148]. 
80
  See e.g. the contributions to 9 Ybk IELE\%UDFN0DQQDQG:LUWK5+RZVHµ7KH$%5XOLQJVLQ
the Shrimp/Turtle Case: A New Legal Baseline for the Trade and EnviURQPHQW 'HEDWH"¶   
Columbia JEL  DQG -+ .QR[ µ7KH -XGLFLDO 5HVROXWLRQ RI &RQIOLFWV %HWZHHQ 7UDGH DQG
(QYLURQPHQW¶Harv ELR 1. 
81
  See e.g.:  India²Agricultural Products, Panel Report (14 October 2014) WT/DS430/R, [7.432], [7.434]; 
US²Tuna II, AB Report (16 May 2012) WT/DS381/AB/R, [226], [339] et seq 
82
  China²Raw Materials, AB Report [354]; China²Rare Earths, AB Report [5.87]±[5.89];  EC²Seal 
Products, AB Report [5.169] 
83
  Brazil²Tyres, AB Report [224]; EC²Seal Products, AB Report [5.297]; see also WKH(&¶VDUJXPHQWVLQ
EC²Asbestos, Panel Report [3.499] 
84
  EC²Biotech, Panel Report [7.94]; Thailand²Cigarettes, AB Report (17 June 2011) WT/DS371/AB/R, 
[194]; China²Raw Materials, AB Report [355];  China²Rare Earths [5.90], [5.105], [5.111];  US²
Tuna II, Art 21.5 Panel Report (14 April 2015) WT/DS381/RW, [7.513], [7.531] 
85
  China-Rare Earths [5.96]; US-Animals, Panel Report [@>@±>@ 
86
  See also the $%¶VXVHRIUS-Shrimp LQVXSSRUWRIWKHYLHZWKDW$UWLFOH;*$77µHVWDEOLVKHVFHUWDLQ
PLQLPXPVWDQGDUGVIRU WUDQVSDUHQF\DQGSURFHGXUDO IDLUQHVV LQ0HPEHUV¶DGPLQLVWUDWLRQRI WKHLU WUDGH
UHJXODWLRQV¶Thailand-Cigarettes, AB Report [202] 
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may prevail) are treated the same, as well as when countries in which the same conditions 
prevail are treated differently, or WKHµdiscrimination-as-inflexibility¶ thesis.87 
US²Shrimp has thus been dHVFULEHGDVPDUNLQJWKHEHJLQQLQJRIDµSURFHGXUDOWXUQ¶LQ:72
jurisprudence on Article XX.88  As Lang notes, the AB made significant efforts to focus, not 
on the environmental purpose of the measure, nor whether it was a disguised restriction on 
trade, but on µWKH LQVWLWXWLRQV VWUXFWXUHV DQG SURFHGXUHV WKURXJK ZKLFK¶ WKH 6HFWLRQ 
import ban was applied: 
Conceptually, then, the key move in this case was to determine the 
legitimacy of the US measure in question not by reference to some 
technically defined ideal of an optimally regulated market, nor through the 
application of a balancing or proportionality test, but rather by reference to 
the administrative ideal of good governance articulated as due process, or 
procedurally proper administration. What was subject to scrutiny were the 
procedures, structures and institutions forming the context in which the 
regulatory measure was applied, not the substantive legitimacy or efficacy 
of its content.89 
In US²Shrimp the AB continued its move, begun in US²Gasoline, toward establishing 
$UWLFOH;;¶VFKDSHDXDVHVVHQWLDOOy a good governance provision.  But what conception of 
good governance and what assumptions, legal and conceptual, underpin its assessment?  As 
academic discussion since US²Shrimp was decided has illuminated, the AB left space for a 
variety of approaches.90  On one view, focus on the procedural aspects allows both for 
appropriate scrutiny of domestic (generally regulatory) measures, and appropriate deference 
to domestic decision-making.91  %XWZHFRXOGDOVRVHHWKLVVKLIWDVWKH$%VK\LQJDZD\IURP
PDNLQJH[SOLFLWMXGJPHQWVUHJDUGLQJWKHVXEVWDQWLYHDLPVRIDPHDVXUHLQIDYRXURIGRLQJVR
LPSOLFLWO\RULQGLUHFWO\WKURXJKFRQVWUXLQJWKHFKDSHDXDVJLYLQJULVHWRPLQLPXPEXWRIWHQ
YDJXHJRRGJRYHUQDQFHVWDQGDUGV 
86²6KULPS¶VODQJXDJHRIµEDODQFLQJ¶DQGµHTXLOLEULXP¶DQGWKHYLHZGHFLVLRQ-PDNHUVPXVW
LQWHUSUHW $UWLFOH ;; DQG SROLFH LWV LQYRFDWLRQ VR DV WR SUHYHQW LWV µDEXVH¶ QRZ VWURQJO\
SHUYDGHV VXEVHTXHQW 3DQHOV¶ DQG WKH$%¶V GHFLVLRQV 7KLV LV SDUWLFXODUO\ WUXH RI GHFLVLRQV
GHDOLQJZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQVLQLQWHUDOLDSDUDJUDSKVDEDQGGWKDWHPSOR\WKHODQJXDJH
RI µQHFHVVLW\¶ ZKHUH3DQHOV DQG WKH$% IUHTXHQWO\ HPSOR\ WKH ODQJXDJHRI µZHLJKLQJ DQG
                                                 
87
  See e.g.: India²Agricultural Products, Panel Report (14 October 2014) WT/DS430/R, [7.432], [7.434];  
US²Animals, Panel Report  (WT/DS447/R [7.620];  US²Poultry, Panel Report (29 September 2010) 
WT/DS392/R, [@ 6HH WRR WKH86¶VDUJXPHQWV LQ86²7XQD ,,$%5HSRUW 1RYHPEHU
:7'6$%5 >@ >@ +RZHYHU FI 86²7XQD ,,$UW 3DQHO5HSRUW $SULO 
:7'65:>@ZKHUHWKHSDQHOUH-HPSKDVLVHGWKDWWKHFKDSHDXUHTXLUHVWKHµVDPHFRQGLWLRQV¶
WRSUHYDLOIRUDILQGLQJRIGLVFULPLQDWLRQ 
88
  A Lang, World Trade Law after Neoliberalism: Reimagining the Global Economic Order (OUP, 2011), 
326.  
89
  ibid 
90
  See e.g.: Lang, above n 88, 239-41;  see more generally E Fisher, Risk Regulation and Administrative 
Constitutionalism (Hart 2007) and B Rigod, Optimal Regulation and the Law of International Trade 
(CUP 2015). 
91
  0 $QGHQDV DQG6=OHSWQLJ µ3URSRUWLRQDOLW\:72 Law in Comparative Perspective¶  Tex ILJ 371, 
412 
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EDODQFLQJ¶LQDVVHVVLQJWKH$UWLFOH;;FRQVLVWHQF\RIPHDVXUHV92 6RPHKDYHHYHQJRQHVR
IDUDVWRVXJJHVWWKDW3DQHOVDQGWKH$%KDYHDGRSWHGDSURSRUWLRQDOLW\VWDQGDUGLQDVVHVVLQJ
PHDVXUHV¶FRPSOLDQFHXQGHU$UWLFOH;;93 
% 86²6KULPS¶V/HJDF\LQ*HQHUDO,QWHUQDWLRQDO/DZ 
i. International Dispute Settlement 
US²Shrimp is clearly regarded as a landmark ± or at least a point of departure ± in several 
contexts in WTO jurisprudence.  It is difficult, however, to say the same of its influence in 
other areas of international dispute settlement.  By way of illustration, the ICJ has not made 
reference to the case in any judgment to date, although Ecuador expressly relied upon the 
:72¶VGHFLVLRQLQUS²Shrimp LQVXSSRUWRIWKHµSULQFLSOH¶RIµHYROXWLRQDU\LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶
in its memorial in the Aerial Spraying case before the ICJ.94  Further, and in spite of a clear²
and arguably growing²tendency on the part of parties and tribunals to refer to WTO cases in 
the context of investment dispute settlement, US²Shrimp appears to have been referred to 
only a handful of times in investment arbitration: by the tribunals in ADF v US95 and 
Venezuela Holdings v Venezuela,96 and by the complainant investors in Merrill & Ring v 
Canada97 and SD Myers v Canada.98 
US²Shrimp was however relied upon by the tribunal in the Iron Rhine arbitration which 
FLWHGWKH$%¶VUHDVRQLQJWRVXSSRUWWKHJHQHUDOSURSRVLWLRQ WKDWVRPHµJHQHULF¶WUHDW\WHUPV
require the interpreter to take into account developments that occurred subsequent to the 
WUHDW\¶V FRPSOHWLRQ99  And it was cited by -XGJH 3LQWR GH $OEXTXHUTXH LQ KLV VHSDUDWH
RSLQLRQLQ+HUPDQQY*HUPDQ\forWKHH[LVWHQFHRIµDEURDGFRQFHSWRIHQYLURQPHQWEDODQFH
ZKLFKLQFOXGHVDQLPDOOLIHDQGZHOIDUH¶DVKDYLQJµEHHQUHSHDWHGO\HQVKULQHGLQLQWHUQDWLRQDO
HQYLURQPHQWDO ODZ¶ ZKHQ FRQVLGHULQJ WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK DQLPDOV DUH SURWHFWHG XQGHU WKH
                                                 
92
  See e.g.: Korea²Beef, AB Report (11 December 2000) WT/ DS161/AB/R, [164]; China²Rare Earths, 
AB Report, [5.116]; and India²Solar Cells, Panel Report (24 February 2016) WT/DS456/R, [7.349];  
Argentina²Goods and Services, AB Report (14 April 2016) WT/DS453/AB/R [6.221] 
93
  See e.g.:  0+LOIµ3RZHUUXOHVDQGSULQFLSOHV²ZKLFKRULHQWDWLRQIRU:72*$77ODZ"¶(2001) 4 JIEL 
111, 120 et seq;  Andenas and Zleptnig  above n 93, 421; E Vranes, Trade and the Environment: 
Fundamental Issues in International Law, WTO Law, and Legal Theory  (OUP, 2009), 283; G Bücheler, 
Proportionality in Investor-State Arbitration (OUP, 2015) 70±1. 
94
  Memorial of Ecuador (Vol I) (28 April 2009) Case Concerning Aerial Herbicide Spraying (Ecuador v 
Colombia, ICJ, para. 8.76. 
95
  )RUWKHSURSRVLWLRQWKDWWKHREMHFWDQGSXUSRVHRIWUHDW\SDUWLHVLVWREHµIRXQGLQWKHILUVWLQVWDQFHLQWKH
words in IDFWXVHGE\WKHSDUWLHV¶ADF v US [Award] (9 January 2003) ICSID Case No ARB(AF)/00/1, 
[147]. 
96
  Mobil Corp, Venezuela Holdings BV & ors v Venezuela [Decision on Jurisdiction] (10 Jun 2010) ICSID 
Case No ARB /07/27, [175].  The tribunal, which included former ICJ President Judge Guillaume, 
TXRWHGWKH$%¶VGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHSULQFLSOHVRIJRRGIDLWKDQGabus de droit. 
97
  The FODLPDQWUHIHUUHGWRWKH$%¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIµDUELWUDU\¶DQGµXQMXVWLILDEOHGLVFULPLQDWLRQ¶LQLWVIDLU
and equitable treatment claim under Article 1105 NAFTA: Merrill & Ring v Canada [Award] (31 March 
2010) UNCITRAL, [156]. 
98
  SD Myers Inc v Canada [Separate Opinion of B P Schwartz to Partial Award] (12 Nov 2000) NAFTA, 
UNCTRAL>@6FKZDUW]DFFHSWHGWKHFODLPDQW¶VDUJXPHQWVWKDWWKH$%¶VDSSURDFKWRWUDQVSDUHQF\
DQGGXHSURFHVVXQGHU$UW;*$77ZDVUHOHYDQWLQLQWHUSUHWLQJ$UW1$)7$¶VSXEOLFDWLRQ
requirements.   
99
  Arbitration regarding the Iron Rhine Railway between the Kingdom of Belgium and the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands Award] (24 May 2005) XXVII UNRIAA 35, 73, [79], citing the AB Report at [130] 
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(XURSHDQ &RQYHQWLRQ RQ +XPDQ 5LJKWV LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI FRQVFLHQWLRXV REMHFWLRQ WR
KXQWLQJ100 
The scarcity of express references to US²Shrimp in dispute settlement outside trade law is 
VRPHZKDWVXUSULVLQJJLYHQWKH$%¶VUHOLDQFHRQWKHJHQHUDOSULQFLSOHVRIµabus de droit¶and 
µJRRGIDLWK¶101 LQGHYHORSLQJLWVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIµXQMXVWLILDEOHGLVFULPLQDWLRQ¶DVJHQHUDWLQJ
JHQHUDO GXWLHV RI FRRSHUDWLRQ IOH[LELOLW\ DQG SURFHGXUDO IDLUQHVV  $UJXDEO\ WKH $%¶V
reasoning in giving effect to these principles could have reached further than the chapeau of 
$UWLFOH ;; *$77 HVSHFLDOO\ DV D FRUH HOHPHQW RI WKH $%¶V UHDVRQLQJ ZDV EDVHG RQ WKH
FRQFHSWWKDWDOOWUHDW\DQGE\ORJLFDOVRFXVWRPDU\ULJKWVPXVWEHH[HUFLVHGµERQDILGHWKDW
LVWRVD\UHDVRQDEO\¶102  Perhaps this is explained because, as Howse noted in 2002, the AB 
GRHVQRWDSSHDUWRKDYHEHHQHODERUDWLQJDJHQHUDOµVHOI-VWDQGLQJGXW\WRFRRSHUDWH¶103 but 
UDWKHU XVHG WKH JHQHUDO SULQFLSOHV DQG WKH µGXWLHV¶ WR FRRSHUDWH LQ WKH environmental 
agreements cited to support a particular reading of the express terms of Article XX.104 
ii. Treaty Interpretation  
Undoubtedly the most enduring legacy of US²Shrimp in general international law is the 
$%¶V DSSURDFK WR WUHDW\ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ.105 In a distinct break with pre-1994 GATT 
jurisprudence, and following its own lead in US²Gasoline,106 the AB interpreted GATT 
1994 in accordance with  international law on the interpretation of treaties, as codified in 
Articles 31±33 VCLT, and not in accordance with specific GATT canons of interpretation.107 
                                                 
100
  Partly Concurring and Partly Dissenting Opinion of Judge Pinto de Albuquerque, Case of Herrmann v 
Germany App No 9300/07 (ECtHR Grand Chamber, 26 June 2012) 34±5. This use seems to stretch the 
$%¶VILQGLQJVTXLWHWKLQ 
101
  AB Report [158]; see analysis by M Fitzmaurice, µ&DQRQVRI7UHDW\,QWHUSUHWDWLRQ6HOHFWHG&DVH6WXGLHV
IURPWKH:RUOG7UDGH2UJDQL]DWLRQDQGWKH1RUWK$PHULFDQ)UHH7UDGH$JUHHPHQW¶Austrian 
RIEL 41. 
102
  ibid 
103
  Howse above n 73, 508. 
104
  On general duties to cooperate see e.g,: P-0 'XSX\ µ7KH SODFH DQG UROH RI XQLODWHUDOLVP LQ
FRQWHPSRUDU\LQWHUQDWLRQDOODZ¶ (2000) 11 EJIL II5%ULHVHµ3UHFDXWLRQDQG&RRSHUDWLRQLQWKH
World Trade Organization: An Environmental PHUVSHFWLYH¶(2002) 22 Aust YBIL 113, esp 127, 151;  R 
3DYRQL µ0XWXDO6XSSRUWLYHQHVVDVD3ULQFLSOHRI ,QWHUSUHWDWLRQDQG/DZ-Making: A Watershed for the 
'WTO-and-Competing-5HJLPHV
 'HEDWH"¶ (2010) 21 EJIL 649, 666; and 3 6DQGV µUnilateralism", 
YDOXHVDQGLQWHUQDWLRQDOODZ¶(2000) 11 EJIL 291, 300 
105
  )RUJHQHUDOGLVFXVVLRQRIµ:KR,QWHUSUHWV7UHDWLHV"¶LQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKH:72'68VHH*DUGLQHUDERYH
n 40, 131±4; for a case study of US²Shrimp, inter alia, see Fitzmaurice above n 97, 53.  On the role of 
the AB, inter alia, as a distinct epistemic and interpretative community see 0 :DLEHO µ,QWHUSUHWDWLYH
&RPPXQLWLHV LQ ,QWHUQDWLRQDO /DZ¶ LQ $ %LDQFKL ' 3HDW DQG 0 :LQGVRU HGV Interpretation in 
International Law 283+HFRQFOXGHVDWWKDWµ>E@HQHDWKWKHYHQHHURIXQLIRUPLW\RIWKH
9&/7¶s interpretative principles, distinct interpretative communities have contributed to diverse 
LQWHUSUHWDWLYHDSSURDFKHVLQLQWHUQDWLRQDOODZ¶7KLVFKLPHVZLWK$EL6DDE¶VYLHZWKDWwhile Panels and 
the AB make reference to the customary rules on treaty interpretation, their method and underlying 
assumptions are different to other international legal fora because WKH:72µFRQVWLWXWHVDOHJDOXQLYHUVH
TXLWHGLIIHUHQWIURPWKHRWKHUV¶: G Abi-6DDEµ7KHAB DQG7UHDW\,QWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶LQ0)LW]PDXULFH2$
Elias and P  Merkouris (eds), Issues of Treaty Interpretation and the Vienna Convention on the Law of 
Treaties: 30 Years On (Nijhoff 2009), 106. 
106
  AB Report [16]. 
107
  It will be recalled that Article 3(2) DSU expressly provides that the existing provisions of the WTO 
FRYHUHG DJUHHPHQWV DUH WREH FODULILHG µLQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK FXVWRPDU\ UXOHVRI LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRISXEOLF
LQWHUQDWLRQDOODZ¶ In US²Gasoline the AB followed the jurisprudence of the ICJ in determining that the 
rules of treaty interpretation in the VCLT reflect customary international law and as such are binding on 
all members: above n 7 [16±[17]. 
 15 
 
This facilitated a more nuanced environmental jurisprudence108 LQ SDUWLFXODU EHFDXVH µWKH
very decision to follow these general public international law interpretative norms enhances 
the legitimacy of the dispute settlement organs in adjudicating competing values²because 
these norms are common to international law generally, including regimes that give priority 
to very different values, and are not specific to a regime that has traditionally privileged a 
VLQJOHYDOXHWKDWRIIUHHWUDGH¶109  There are three related DVSHFWVRIWKHµWUHDW\LQWHUSUHWDWLYH
OHJDF\¶RIUS²Shrimp: the principle of mutual supportiveness, the principle of integration, 
and the evolutive interpretation of treaties. 
a. 0XWXDOVXSSRUWLYHQHVV 
Agenda 21 stresses WKH QHHG WRPDNH WUDGH DQGHQYLURQPHQW µPXWXDOO\ VXSSRUWLYH¶ as does 
Principle 12 of the Rio Declaration.110  Both are cited by the AB in US²Shrimp; indeed, the 
AB Report and the follow-up compliance report are the only AB decisions to refer directly to 
Principle 12.111  It has been argued that similar considerations underpin the reference in the 
first paragraph of the WTO Agreement preamble to µWKH REMHFWLYH RI sustainable 
development¶.112  ,W UHIOHFWV D µV\QHUJLVWLF¶ UDWKHU WKDQ µFRQIOLFW¶ PRGHO RI LQWHU DOLD, the 
relationship between environmental protection and trade disciplines.113  The legal 
implications of µPXWXDO VXSSRUWLYHQHVV¶ are, however, far from clear: is it merely a policy 
VWDWHPHQWDQLQWHUSUHWDWLYHJXLGHOLQHRUµSULQFLSOH¶DFRQIOLFWFODXVHDOORcating hierarchy, or 
a legal principle?114  That it may play at least an interpretative role in trade disputes, 
alongside other principles of treaty interpretation, is illustrated by US²Shrimp which remains 
WKHµKLJKZDWHUPDUN¶IRUVXFKDQDSSURDFK115   
 
b. µ6\VWHPLFLQWHJUDWLRQ¶ 
As noted above, the AB referred both to the preamble to the WTO Agreement and to 
exogenous agreements including the 1982 UNCLOS, CITES, the CBD, and the CMS in the 
                                                 
108
  There is no provision in the DSU for panels adjudicating environmental cases to have specific 
environmental expertise. However, Charnovitz notes that the presiding Judge in the AB which reversed 
:72 SDQHO GHFLVLRQV WKDW µWKUHDWHQHG WR UHQGHU WKH HQYLURQPHQWDO H[FHSWLRQV XQXVDEOH¶ LQ US²
Gasoline, Shrimp-Turtle, and the EC²Asbestos Cases ZDV )ORUHQWLQR )HOLFLDQR 6 &KDUQRYLW] µ7KH
:72¶V(QYLURQPHQWDO3URJUHVV¶007) 10 JIEL 685, n 53. 
109
  Howse in J Weiler (ed), The EU, the WTO and the NAFTA (OUP, 2000), 54.  
110
  Agenda 21, 13 June 1992, Chapter 2. Principle 12 of the 1992 Rio Declaration is analysed by MA Young 
in J Viñuales (ed), The Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. A Commentary (OUP, 2015), 
325±  µ0XWXDO VXSSRUWLYHQHVV¶ ZDV D NH\ WKHPH LQ WKH FRQWULEXWLRQV WR WKH LQIOXHQWLDO WUDGH DQG
environment Agora in the AJIL 2002 vol. 96(1).  
111
  Young, ibid, 345. 
112
   P-M Dupuy and JE Viñuales, International Environmental Law (CUP, 2015), 393. In his overview of the 
Rio Declaration, Viñuales emphasises the principle of integration as the main expression of the concept 
of sustainable development, and highlights its influence on treaty practice citing as an example the 
influence of the preamble to the WTO Agreement in integrating environmental considerations: above n 
110, 25. 
113
  For discussion see Pavoni above n 104.  
114
   Dupuy and Viñuales above n 112, 394. 
115
  This approach was foreshadowed in US²Gasoline where the AB recognised the importance of 
coordinating trade and environmental policies and considered that the language of the Preamble added 
µFRORXUWH[WXUHDQGVKDGLQJ¶WRWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKH:72FRYHUHGDJUHHPHQWVDSKUDVHUHSHDWHGE\
the AB in US²Shrimp [153].  
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LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIµH[KDXVWLEOHQDWXUDO UHVRXUFHV¶ in Article XX(g).116   This was putting into 
practice what the AB had famously stated in US²Gasoline, viz. that the GATT (and by 
ORJLFDOLQIHUHQFHWKHRWKHUFRYHUHGDJUHHPHQWVZDVµQRWWREHUHDGLQFOLQLFDOLVRODWLRQIURP
SXEOLFLQWHUQDWLRQDOODZ¶.117  However, for each instrument cited the AB merely footnotes the 
extent of participation by the complainants and the US, from which it is clear that CITES is 
the only agreement cited to which all five members were party.  There is no explicit 
interpretative justification for relying on these instruments which appear to be provided as 
context in evidencing a shift in legal opinion since the adoption of GATT 1947.118 Indeed, 
McLachlan considers US²Shrimp DQ H[DPSOH RI LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI µJHQHUDO DQG RSHQ-
WH[WXUHG¶WUHDW\SURYLVLRQV with reference to other areas of international law as context.119 
On the face of it then the AB Report provides only limited support for an interpretation of 
$UWLFOHF9&/7WKDW µDSSOLFDEOH LQ UHODWLRQVEHWZHHQ WKHSDUWLHV¶FDQEHVDWLVILHGE\
looking to other treaties to which the treaty parties in the dispute are also parties.120  In 
contrast, these references were expressly noted by the Panel in Malaysia Recourse, which 
went on explicitly to cite Article 31(3)(c) VCLT, stating µWKHMX[WDSRVLWLRQPDNLng it appear 
WKDWWKHWHVWIRUWKHSURYLVLRQ¶VDSSOLFDWLRQZDVZKHWKHUWKHSDUWLHVWRWKHGLVSXWHUDWKHUWKDQ
WR WKH WUHDW\ XQGHU LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ ZHUH SDUWLHV WR WKH RWKHU LQVWUXPHQWV¶121 Gardiner, 
however, considers that US²Shrimp JLYHVµVFDQWVXSSRUW¶for such interpretation, particularly 
bearing in mind that in this later phase in proceedings the principal parties had accepted, or 
committed to accept, all but one of the instruments cited in the early proceedings.122  
Moreover, in ODWHU GLVSXWHV WKH '6%¶V approach has been more limited. For example, in 
Chile²Price Band the Panel explicitly parked the question of whether a rule of international 
law under Article 31(3)(c) VCLT should be applicable in the relations between all WTO 
members to play a role in interpretation.123 And in China²Raw Materials124 the Panel 
explicitly followed the 2006 panel report in EC²Biotech in adopting a much narrower 
understanding of systemic integration, interpreting Article 31(3)(c) to require that another 
treaty must be applicable to all WTO members in order to be relevant for the purposes of 
interpretation.125 
                                                 
116
   Though in the case of UNCLOS noting specifically that the US considers the relevant living resource 
provisions to reflect customary international law: US²Shrimp [130] n 77. 
117
  US²Gasoline above n 5, 17. 6HHJHQHUDOO\*0DUFHDXµA Call for Coherence in International Law: 
PraisHVIRUWKH3URKLELWLRQ$JDLQVW³&OLQLFDO,VRODWLRQ´ in WTO Dispute Settlement¶ 33 JWT 
120.  
118
  See above n 53. 
119
  & 0F/DFKODQ µ7KH 3ULQFLSOH of Systemic Integration and Article 31(3)(c) of the Vienna Convention¶
(2005) 54 ICLQ 279, 302. 
120
  ibid, 314. 
121
  Malaysian Recourse [5.57].  The Panel did not address the issue whether the other WTO members were 
parties to these instruments. 
122
  Gardiner above n 40, 315.  
123
  Chile²Chile Price Bank System WT/DS207/R (2002), [7.85] (no relevant rule of international law 
yielded by the other agreement invoked). 
124
  China²Measures relating to the Exportation of Various Raw Materials WT/DS394/R, WT/DS395/R, 
WT/DS398/R (5 July 2011) (Panel Reports) [7.364]. 
125
  Thus limiting the interpretative effect of the CBD and its Cartagena Protocol on the applicable trade 
disciplines: European Communities²Measures affecting the Approval and Marketing of Biotech 
Products WT/DS291/R, WT/DS292/R, WT/DS293/R (9 September 2006) [7.68]±[7.[70] and [7.74±
[7.75]. 
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In academic commentary some caution has been H[SUHVVHGUHJDUGLQJ WKH$%¶VDSSURDFK to 
exogenous rules in US²Shrimp)RUH[DPSOH3DXZHO\QDUJXHV WKDW µ>R@pening the door to 
rules not legally binding on all WTO members, not even on the disputing parties, may be 
permissible, but it remains a risky step: When and how will the AB decide that something 
rises to the level of a ³contemporary concern of the community of nations´, ³a widely 
recognised principle´ or a ³broad-based recognition of a particular need´? Any such 
explanation should not be reached lightly and must be explained¶126  As Dunoff puts it more 
broadly, µthe central challenge posed by the Shrimp-Turtle dispute is whether certain people, 
ideas, doctrines, and policy measures would be permitted within the borders of the 
international trade regime¶.127  
c. Evolutive Interpretation 
 
The AB explicitly adopted the approach taken by the ICJ in its Namibia Advisory Opinion128 
that where the concepts embodied in a treaty are evolutive, their interpretation has to conform 
with the subsequent development of law.129 Following in the footsteps of US²Gasoline, the 
$%¶V approach was JURXQGHGLQWKHLQFOXVLRQRIµVXVWDLQDEOHGHYHORSPHQW¶DVDQREMHFWLYHLQ
the preamble to the WTO Agreement130 DQGLQWKHµSULQFLSOHRIHIIHFWLYHQHVV¶131 As recalled 
above, the AB considered the WHUP µH[KDXVWLEOHQDWXUDO UHVRXUFHV¶ in Article XX(g) µLVQRW
³VWDWLF´LQLWVFRQWHQWRUUHIHUHQFHEXWLVUDWKHU³E\GHILQLWLRQHYROXWLRQDU\´¶132 and had to be 
LQWHUSUHWHG µLQ WKH OLJKW RI FRQWHPSRUDU\ FRQFHUQV RI WKH FRPPXQLW\ RI QDWLRQV DERXW WKH
SURWHFWLRQDQGFRQVHUYDWLRQRIWKHHQYLURQPHQW¶133  It is a generic term.134 
 
Subsequently US²Shrimp has been widely cited as an example of the evolutive approach to 
treaty interpretation.  For example, Ecuador relied upon it iQVXSSRUWRIWKHµSULQFLSOH¶RI
µHYROXWLRQDU\LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶LQLWVPHPRULDOLQWKHFDVHRIAerial Spraying before the ICJ:  
 
The WTO AB has given a similarly evolutionary interpretation [as that of 
the ICJ in Oil Platforms] to certain terms in the 1947 GATT Agreement. In 
the Shrimp-Turtle decision, for example, it referred inter alia to the 1992 
Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, the 1982 UNCLOS, the 
1973 CITES Convention, the 1979 Convention on Conservation of 
Migratory Species and the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity in 
                                                 
126
  -3DXZHO\Qµ7KH8VHRI([SHUWVLQ:72'LVSXWH6HWWOHPHQW¶ICLQ 926±7. 
127
  -/'XQRIIµ%RUGHU3DWURODWWKH:RUOG 7UDGH2UJDQL]DWLRQ¶(1999) 9 Ybk IEL 20. 
128
  Legal Consequences for States of the Continued Presence of South Africa in Namibia (South West 
Africa) notwithstanding Security Council Res. 276 (1970), Advisory Opinion 21 June 1971, 1971 ICJ Rep. 16, 
31. 
129
  This approach was confirmed by the ICJ in the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Project (Hungary v. Slovakia), 
Judgment of 25 September 1997, 1997 ICJ RepDWSDUDLQZKLFKWKH&RXUWVDLGWKDWµ&RQVHTXHQWO\WKH
Treaty is not static, and is open to adapt to emeUJLQJQRUPVRILQWHUQDWLRQDOODZ¶ 
130
  AB Report [129]±[130] 
131
  ibid [131]. 
132
  ibid [130]. 
133
  ibid [129-132]. 
134
  On the interpretation of generic terms, see further E Bjorge, The Evolutionary Interpretation of Treaties 
(OUP, 2014) 125±7. 
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order to deWHUPLQH WKH SUHVHQW PHDQLQJ RI µexhaustible natural 
resources¶.135 
 
There remains sLJQLILFDQW FRQWURYHUV\ DURXQG ZKDW LV SHUPLVVLEOH XQGHU DQ µHYROXWLRQDU\
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ¶RI WUHDW\ WHUPV DQGZKDW µODZ¶ FDQSHUPLVVLEO\EH UHIHUUHG to under Article 
31(3)(c) VCLT, a  distinction Judge Bedjaoui emphasised in his Separate Opinion in 
*DEþtNRvo±Nagymaros.136  The distinction between interpretation and revision has again 
UHFHQWO\VXUIDFHGLQWKHSDUWLHV¶DUJXPHQWVEHIRUHWKH,&-LQNavigational and Related Rights 
UHJDUGLQJWKHDSSURSULDWHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHWHUPµFRPPHUFH¶LQWKH7UHDW\Rf Limits 
between Costa Rica and Nicaragua,137 and in Aerial Spraying, concerning the interpretation 
to be given to Article 14(2) of the 1988 UN Narcotics Convention.138 
A final observation is that object and purpose is essential to the analysis of interpretation over 
WLPHEXWLVQRWLQLWVHOIDFRPSOHWHJXLGHµIRUGHWHUPLQLQJZKHQDQGKRZDWUHDW\VKRXOGEH
FDSDEOHRIFKDQJHRYHUWLPH¶139 2QHSUREOHPLVWKHµPXOWLSOHREMHFWDQGSXUSRVH¶GHEDWH6LU
Ian Sinclair²whose work was repeatedly relied upon by the AB in US²Shrimp²observed 
WKDWµPRVWWUHDWLHVKDYHQRVLQJOHXQGLOXWHGREMHFWDQGSXUSRVHEXWDYDULHW\RIGLIIHULQJDQG
SRVVLEO\FRQIOLFWLQJREMHFWVDQGSXUSRVHV¶140  7KLVGRXEWOHVVXQGHUOLHVWKH$%¶VDSSURDFKin 
assessing the purposes of the (dynamic, evolutive) general exceptions clause in Article XX 
separately from the (static) trade liberalisation object and purpose of the GATT as a whole.  
Indeed, Arato considers US²Shrimp µXVHIXOO\LOOXVWUDWHVZK\WKHTXHVWLRQRIRQHRUVHYHUDO
object(s) DQGSXUSRVHVPDWWHUV¶141  In acknowledging µGLIIHUHQWSURYLVLRQVDUHLQFOXGHGIRU
different reasons, and these reasons should not be subsumed into the general goals of the 
WUHDW\¶  the AB paved the way for WKH µORQHO\ EXW LPSRUWDQW SURYLVLRQ LQFRUSRUDWLng 
HQYLURQPHQWDO SURWHFWLRQ¶ $UWLFOH ;;J µLQ D WUHDW\ RWKHUZLVH PRVWO\ GHGLFDWHG WR WUDGH
OLEHUDOLVDWLRQ¶, to form the evolutive hook for dynamic interpretation of the whole.142 
V Conclusion 
US²Shrimp was a pivotal case for the fledgling dispute settlement system of the WTO, 
building on the decision in US²Gasoline and consolidating a more nuanced approach to the 
balancing of trade and environment than had been evident under the GATT 1947. It is widely 
portrayed in the trade law literature DVDµZHll-reasoned decision of great importance for the 
WUDGHHQYLURQPHQWFRQWURYHUV\¶ZLWKWKH$%JRLQJµRXWRILWVZD\WRHPSKDVL]HFRQFHUQIRU
protection of the environment and respect for both general environmental law and 
international environmental agreemenWV¶143 While some view it as providing the foundation 
                                                 
135
  Memorial of Ecuador (Vol I) (28 April 2009) Case Concerning Aerial Herbicide Spraying (Ecuador v 
Colombia, ICJ, [8.76] 
136
  Above n 129. 
137
  Dispute Concerning Navigational and Related Rights (Costa Rica v Nicaragua) [2009] ICJ Rep 213;  
See e.g.: Counter-Memorial of Nicaragua, Vol I (29 May 2007), [4.3.17]±[4.3.18];  Rejoinder of 
Nicaragua, Vol I (15 July 2008) [1.11], [3.5], [3.96]±[3.98] 
138
  Case Concerning Aerial Herbicide Spraying (Ecuador v Colombia) ICJ;  Memorial of Ecuador (Vol I) 
(28 April 2009), [8.76]; Counter-Memorial of Colombia, Vol I (29 March 2010), [8.16], [8.80]. 
139
  - $UDWR µ$FFRXQWLQJ IRU 'LIIHUHQFH LQ 7UHDW\ ,QWHUSUHWDWLRQ 2YHU 7LPH¶ LQ $ %LDQFKL ' 3HDW DQG 0
Windsor (eds), Interpretation in International Law (OUP, 2015) 205, 213. 
140
  AB Report [130].  See discussion above, text accompanying nn 41-43. 
141
  Above n 139, 214. 
142
  ibid 
143
  76FKRHQEDXPµ,QWHUQDWLRQDO7UDGHDQG(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ¶ 
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for justifying trade restrictive measures pursuant to such an agreement under Article XX(b) 
or (g), a less sanguine view is that the possibility of normative conflict, of competing or even 
conflicting obligations and objectives, persists within and without the WTO. Nonetheless, 
from a general international law perspective, the use by the AB of such agreements not 
binding on the parties as an aid to the interpretation of existing WTO provisions, and the 
explicit adoption of an evolutive approach to treaty interpretation, remain its most enduring 
legacy. 
 
 
 
 
